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ABSTRACT ; ~ 
This research study examines che types of social 
behaviors portrayed by families in various television series and 
explores,children's impressions of the TV family members. Content 


' analysis of nine family-oriented TV series: was employed to describe 


the ranges of behaviors of fathers, mothers and children on 
television. Eleven shows from each series was taped. Behaviors. 


- portrayed were coded as being either pro-social’or anti-social. 


Survey data were collected from 388 children-in second, fifth and 
eighth grades. Each’ child interviewed was asked to "Describe a 
(character) so that someone, would know. what he was like and way he 
was like that" in order to elicit childrens impressions of fatner, 
sother and child characters from two \series. Results of the analyses . 
indicated that depictions of families on television are fairly : 
pro-social. Fathers'.and children's behaviors were mixed, while 
mothers’ behaviors were consistently pro-social. Children at ali 
three ages-fairly accurately ~-perceived TV characters’ behavior — 
patterns. Both father and child characters were uniformly well liked 
by the-children regardless of their behavior patterns, while motner 
characters were less well liked overall. It is suggested that future 
research serpeckations of how TV character portrayals might build 


_children's expectations of how people should behave. (Author/& H) 
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Ld , Research on the effects of telévision on children has tended to focus, 

on children's learning of social behaviors from eeleentee iGactues “doneral's 

# 
Report, 1972; Stein and Friedrich, 1975). Frequently, research has esutaees’ 
such sonia) jearning without reference to the characters who portray these . 
e habaehords Similarly, sl bic little attention has been devoted to children's 


understanding of social are and interpretations and evaluations of televi- 
sion characters apart from the social behaviors such TV characters portray 
(see for example leifer, Gordon and Graves, 1974). Since béhaviors are per- ~ 
formed by characters one might expect that children's evaluations of televined e 
behaviors may be modified by their interpretations ‘and smintineee tte * 
cheraosate themselves. For example, aggressive actions by “fomay” characters 
may ba interpreted differently than violent sotions by "oinistor-vilLian® type 
characters. Co: equently, since social roles are elaborated by specific char-~ 

7 acters engag. in a variety of social actions, research focusing\on children's 


interpretations and evaluations, or impressions of characters on television 
d lead to better understanding of children's social learning from the | 
Social role learning from television should include children's 


a 


“Indeed, the depiction of social roles, norms attitudes and behaviors of © 
both a violent and non-¥iolent sort is standard fare in American television. 


. * Ellen Wartella is gn assistant Leon oly the Department of Communi- 
cation. The research reported here was suppo through a grant from the 
John and Mary R. Markle Foundation to Daniel B. Wackinan_and Andrew Collins of 
the University of Minnesota, project. entitled: pense Learning 
from Family-Oriented Beterieaes Programs." os 
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of Pereroular interest ‘here is children's learning about appropriate family 


" roles and behaviors from ae oriented television Programs. In recent years, 


, by various television families and child viewers' impressions of these tele. 


Y 


family relationships base been frequently deploted in both situation comedy 
formats and "family: drause.” CHITA wievere may acquire much soetehiy impor- 
tant information. about how families--particulany. fathers » mothers and chil- 
dren—are supposed to ‘behave by watching shch egeekmmi: To this end, this 
research study was designed to examine the types of social behaviors portfayed 


vision family members. ; . 


A general assumption underlies the research: children's social learning 


.from complex naturalistic stimuli such as television Peogiads is, in part, a 


function of their’ age-related cognitive capabilities. Support for this ausinip= 
tion comes from 4 variety of studies eximdninp children's comprehension of 
television content (e.g., Collins, 1975; Flapan,. 1968; Leifer and dibects, | 
1972; and Ward, ‘Wackman and Wartella, 1977). These ‘cognitive capabilities may 


: affect eer understanding ssi a given televised eatnade: » and children's impres= 


sions of characters across ry series. Learning from television, theny is assumed 
ne be influenced by the interaction of cognitive capabilities and the etinulus 
chiracteristics of bteliaivn programs. 

A program of research carried out by Collins .and his associates (Coins, 
1975) has provided dvidence that both age-related information ptocessing skills / 
and bases for judgnent of social acts BETOe children's understanding and eval- 
uation of the eer content ' of television programs. Similarly, research on 
impression. “formation, or how children develop understanding of ‘obhae \papacas, 
has found\that children's impressions of others (both real-life and TV charac 


. ters) are influenced by the child's general cognitive abilities to organize 


and relate information about their world (Gollin, 1968; ivesly and Bromley, 
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: 1973; and Wartella and Alexander, 1978), Tinis we should expeck that children's | ' 
social learning about television families should follow a developmental pattern. 
: . In order to assess both the range of benavtons portrayed by television 
families and children's Ampresaions of such characters, P ‘two types of data were 
' collected in the: current “study. Content analysis of 10 family-oriented’ tela 
vision shows was eupioyed to describe the range of blinds of fathers » nothers 
and children on television, Secondly, children in second, fifth and olgnth 
“ grades were aageayed about their impressions of several of- ‘Sfsoe telewiaiad 


families. A brief description of each of these data sets is provided below... . 


A forty percent sample of alt the late afternoon and evening TV series. : 

re | that involved family settings broadanet in the Twin Cities area during the — 
| 1975-76 season were taped for content analysis. These included three dramatic 2 

series—Little House on the Prairie, The Waltons, and Swiss Family Robinson— 

and seven situation’ ‘comedies—The Brady Bunch, The Partridge Family; All in 

the Fanily, Good Mines, Happy Dare, The Jeffersons, and Phyllis. Of these, 

eight series OnE ee from prior years, and two were new in fall, 1975--, 

Swisa Fanily Robinson a Phyllis. For each series, we taped three shows * 

during pace and tio Banh during the following ‘four months. Thus, eleven 


Sa 


shows’ from each series were taped. 

. ‘Behaviors vortrayed | were: coded as being either Pro~ 
social or anti-social. Gunkepbunty pro-social behaviors are considered to 
represent a willingness to work with others in attaining goals, using socially 
acceptable methods. Anti-social ‘behaviors » on the other hand, generally re- 
flect an unwillingness to work vith others , or the use of aggressive methods 
teat goals. RobertLiebert's research provided the basis “for the mea- 


surement of pro and anti-social behaviors. In his research, five major cate- . 


po | | 


gories of en ‘behavior and one category of anki-gootad behavidr. 6 geres- > 


sion) are distinguished.” In this study, the sauio fivé pro-social behavior’ 2s 
categories were reteined, but for each: of the iii ta anti-social belariors a 


~ at the opposite end of ‘the same ‘cont imum, were identified. “The major catogor 


ies of behaviors and spboitic behaviors: included vlthin each category are ° 

as follows:. . a= Mall Js " . : | 

‘Anti-Social 

Refusing altruism 
Refusing to Share 

- Ignoring request/ , 
refusing to help 

c. Refusing ‘to cooperate . 


: Pp aie Oo 8 , | 
Altruism: mide Ras ag 
a. Sharing |, ot ort : < 

a b. Helping. “os ; . : * . b. 
c. Cooperating ye 


xpressiig remorse ; 2. 
4, Admitting mistake/apology + a. 
‘b. Attempting to repair 
= physical damage 


Refusing to express femorse 
Refusing to apologize or 
_.+, admit mistake 

‘\. Refusing to repair 

: ‘physical damage 
J 


Concern for others 

"a. Affection 

-b. * Sympathy 

c. Explaining self (feelings, 
intentions, masa cos 

d. Showing respect 


Control of agression 
a. Contro\ of verbal agression 
b. Control of physical. agression 
if Mir 
Ser 
\ 


Resisting temptation 
. @ Resisting wrongdoing | 


j 
i 


3. ’- Lack of concern for others 
a. Rejecting affection’ 


/- b. Rejecting sympathy 


c. Refusing to listen 
d.. Selfishness a 


A i. Agression ; 
a. Verbal agression 
b. Orde demanding 
c. Physical agression 
d. Non-verbal agression 


5. Succumbing to temptation 
a. Doing dishonest /dévious 
: tinge 


The ten major categories and 16. paeaels hebaviors: represent a relatively 
complete catalogue of both pro ‘ed anti-social behaviors. However, there” are 
many other social behaviors ‘which are not clearly either pre or anti-social 
_ such as conversational Statements, joking, laughter: ‘and many nonverbal cues, 


These neutral behaviors ’ which in this research accounted. for nearly two-thirds 


~ 
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of the television characters’ behavior, were nd&coded. Therefore, in the anal 
ysis below, data ‘reported ‘indicate the relative frequency of pro and anti-social: 
behavior when a ‘Dehaviongyas sithuelesrty pro-social or anti-social. 
2 About, 150 behaviors were coded per half hour show, or one behavior every 

: ten seconds. Coders viewed each show three ‘tines, stopping ‘the show as often 
as necessary to fii in details regarding each behavior and verifying initial . 
coding. _ Although coders had a relatively low agreement in their identifica- 


"tom of behaviors to be coded (about 60 percent), when there was agreement 


, Sunrex 


\ 


that « specific behavior was to be coded, there was high agreement on the be- 
“havioral. category (86 percent). Also, after all of the> coding was completed, 
the coders always had nigh agreement on the total number of Kehaviobe coded 

. “(within ten percent) and on the distribution of pro and anti-social ‘behaviors’ 
coded (mean correlation of .91 for the major behavior categories). 


f The data reported hare: were collected in the second wave of a panel wits, 
vey conducted in October, 1975 and May, 1976 in St. Paul, Minnesota. _ The panel 
survey was designed to examine developmental changes in:children's interpreta- 
‘tions of television series and characters and the subjects ovn social behavior. 
After REESETATDINE the frequency with which children viewed each of the tn 
"target" family oriented programs the children’ were subsequently {ntereieved 
for their increistons of father, mother and child characters on each of two 

of these programs. e 

an open ended DIB ONEOR,. similar to that used by Livesly and Bromley 

~ (1973) was ‘employed to measure children's impressions of te TV characters. 
It asked the chitdren: to indicate the kind of person the character + was: "De- 

scribe (character) so that someone would know what he was like and why he 


‘ . | 
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_ was like that." , Interviewers eelad verbatim the children's responses to the . 


A 


task. Coding of the answers utilized a complicated coding scheme WREER indi- 


cated whether the child was making an interpretation in terms of appearance or 


identify characteristics, behavioral actions, or personality traits or moti- 


vations as well as |\whether the assertions about the character was positive . 


_ (mention of pro-social characteristics), aeustive (mention of anti-social ehar- 


acterfstics) or ‘neutral. Subsequent to the impression Begertyesr task) the’ 

children were asked how much they Liked each character and how realiat each 

chawanthe appeared to then. * we 
‘In order to operationalize the develomental ‘eeouats of the res dh 


design, subjects from three age groups spanning six years of the cognitive 


w development continuum were sample --second, fifth and eighth grades. In Octo- - 


ber, 1975, a random sample of 510/names of children were made from lists of 
J ' 
students at five grade schools and we junior high schools in the Mounds 


- View school district ,in suburban St, Paul, Minnesota. Four hundred/ and 


twenty children were interviewed in the Fall, 1975. .The data reported here 
were collected in May, 1976 in followup interview with, aa of the children, 
‘including 127 second graders, 138 fifth areters and 128 eighth graders. In ° 
each group, cere aly equal mmbers ‘of boys and girls were interviewed. 


. 
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qn the data to’ ‘be presented in this section, data for only nine of the 


. ten series we taped are reported. Phyllis has been deleted from consideration 


because, as the series progressed, her daughter assumed a very minor role and 


was not even written into a number of shows.. Thus, this series did not really 


qualify as a family series. 


For purposes of analysis, the series were grouped into two categories, 
° : 6 op i 
based on our expectations that the father characters in each group would vary 


ed 


% 


r . . 
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an their mlti-dimensionality of pro ‘and anti’ social behaviors# Five series 
> : = > . ’ 
', are included in Group I shows ,inidimensional, strongly pro-social: category, -- 
the three fainily dramas (Little House, Waltons, and Swiss Family Robinson) - 


and bs situation comedies (Brady Bunch and Partridge Family). Group Il, 
multidimensional father programs, are those in which we expected the father 


‘to be depicted in less strongly positive terms vith substantial doses of | 
anti-social as well as pro-social bitikeica, Four series,.all of which are sitcoms, 
ase included in this category (All, in the Family, Good Times, Happy Days, and 
Jeffersons). We based our classification on our i impressions of the 
various series. : 
As sable 1 indicates, each program generally included more pro-soctal 
behavior: ee anti-social. However, as we expected, the unidimensional father 
series were more heavily pro-social with almost three-fourths of the coded 
behaviors being pro-sccial, compared to less than three-fifths in the milti- 


_dimensional father series. . 


Table 1 about here 


| 9 
In ve of the major categories of social behaviors coded on each of 
these shows, three categories dominate: » accounting for about 90 ceteent of | 
the behaviors performed in the series. Aluost half of the behaviors depicted 
involved showing concern for others in one wey or another, and one-seventh t ; 


were Altruistic behaviors--helping,sharing, or cooperating. On the other hand 
& ; e ‘ ’ A a 


.*In the survey, we asked children ho repond to two series, ons of which | 
- was chosen from the Group I father<series and one from the second group of father 
‘ series. Our intention in doing this was to insure that children would be 
responding to characters—-fathers—-who differed. ne in shai. poctas 
behavior. 


one-fourth cE the behaviors were anti-social, aggressive Denamlens: of 

which 75 pereent are verbal ‘aggredsive behaviors includ. |_ing verbal attacks 
(insulting, jeering, threatening, etc.) and demands (insistent demands for 
actions,commands involving yelling or hostility, etc.). The’ relatively low 
incidence of physical aggression (14 percent), is to be expected ptven the family 


‘nature of these programs. (Data not shown;reported in Wackman, Collins and 


Wartella, 1976). 
The major behavioral focus of these series, then, involves two pro=- 


sooial behaviors—helping behaviors and explanations of feelings, nen one ’ 


and actions--and one anti-social behavior—verbal agerqssion. These chins : \ 
behaviors account for over 54 percent of all the, coded behaviors. 

A second major interest in the analysis is the character pevPoraiay 

the behavior. As we indicated previously, we expected “er differences 
in the behavior of fathers in the two groups of series. But we vere also 

| interested in examining possible differences in fia behavior of mother and — 
«child shavactiona; | 

In all but ne series involving both parent families--Waltons and 

‘ Happy Days—-the father was'a dominant character in terms of the number of 
behaviors coded, int in only three series was the mother a domiriant character-- 
Brady Bunch, Good Tines, and, of course, Partridge Family, which had no father | 
character. In three series, one of the child characters played an equally 
dominant roie with one or. both parents—-Little House, Pa artrid ge Family, and 
Good. Timea--and in two series, adolescent characters played the dominant role-— 

‘ John-Boy in Waltons, ad Fonzie and Richie tn Hippy Days. Thus, in most series. 
the father character was a dominant character, either standing alone in his e Nec 
domination of. the series—-all in-the Family, Jeffersons, and Suiss Family “ 
Robinson--or sharing domination with his wife or one of his children. 


s 


What is the portrayal. of the various characters? As Table 2 indicates 
our expectations about the portrayal of unidimensional and multidimensiomal 
fathers is solidly confirmed. Group Ltuthecs Wehartue is heavily positive 
by a patio of four to one pro- ia untteeeesl ee ee whereas Group II 
fathers are portrayed relatively more negatively vith a’ 60/20 ratio ‘of 
ant4-social to pro-social behaviors. Only one of the latter group fathers 
performed more pro- than Setioasetal behaviors. On the other hand, nothers : 
are unifornly portrayed ina positive manner with all but two mothers per- 
formingat least 70, pardent pro-social behaviors. Similarly, child chsracters 
are portrayed in a positive manner, although generally they are not as | 
pro-social in: their behavior as Pa fathers or nothers? Interestingly, 
male ‘and female child characters both exhibit twosthinas prieeottel and one- a 
third anti-social behaviors, indicating ‘Little difference betwaen the, 
portrayal of child characters of: the opposite sexes in these series.) Only 
two of the child characters éxhibited more anti-social behavior than pro- 
social behavior--Fonzie in Happy Days, and Peter in Brady Bunch=-and two 
other exhibited about equal, anti- and pro-social behavior--Mary Ellen dn 


Whtong and Thelma in Good Times. Bes 


Insert Table 2 about here 


Four shows have been selected for further analysis based on the number 
of children who discussed chavlotars on each of the original ten programs 
possible for them to discuss. Children were only questioned apa chrracters 
on two television series, one from ean Group of programs. From Group I shows 


Partridge Family and. Little House on “the Prairie were sciatias for further analysis 
and were discussed by 195 and 54 children respectively. From Group II shows, 
» 
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‘category. Thus, one would expect that these characters present a relatively 


‘further analysis will te conducted on 4lJ in the Family and Happy Days! discussed 
“by 54 and 24h children respectively. , , 


Table 3 presents data.on the ‘percentage of pro-soeial and anti-social be- 
¥ 


haviors added in each of tba eight major behavior categories for fathers P mete 


‘and child characters on the “four selected programs. These data suggest that 


-*nearly all of the characters iss appear regularly in these series are presen- 


ted in a relatively positive light, performing substantially more pro-social 

than anti-social behaviors. For instance, for both Little House on the Prairie = 
and Pirtridce Faltiy atone concern for others prepresents the majority of 
behaviors coded. Ris is ‘overwhel mingly the case for Little House where clearly 
three-quarters of the behaviors coded for the father and mother character and 

over half of the behaviors coded for the child character, Layra, fall in this. 


ry 


uniformly positive role model for child viewers. ; 
On the other hand, several family characters portrayed on All in the 

Family and Happy Days are more differentiated in terms of their pro-social 

and anti-social behaviors. For inate: over half of the codable behaviors 

for Archie Bunker are aggressive behaviors as are two-third of the biiivtens 


for Howard Cunningham. Similarly, Fonzie represents a highly mixed character 


_ type in thit most of the codable behaviors for this character are aecounted 


for by the two categories of aggression (42 percent) and, showing concern for 


others (31 percent). These characters, thus, present mixed types and afford 


an opportunity to examine children’ s abilities to integrate mixed behavioral 
patterns of a character in developing an impression. Additionally, it should be 
noted that these characters are frequently portrayed in humorous contexts; 
therefore, it may be that the humor modifies the impact of these more anti-social 


11 
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behavior portrayals. on children's interpretations of the characters. fo 
determine the kinds of ‘iterpretations children do make of Cazes television 


shardoters, we turn our attention ‘to “tHe data collected in the survey. 


‘Ghindren's Iamrysstoia of Zanidy Characters. 


* Children were asked to discuss three chapantaes on each of two television 


~ 


, shows of interest. The’ procedure ‘began ‘by asking the children which character 


on the show was his/her eavantte character. Children chose a child character 
85 percent of. the time, and when this was the case, the respondent was asked, | 
a series of questions ee the child character first. Next he/she was asked 
the same questions about the father sharsctér, followed by identical questions 
about the mother character. ; 
Children's free descriptions of the characters were subsequently content ~ 


- analyzed into three major categories: identity/appearance characteristics, 


behaviors and personality traits/motivations, Up to five assertions about each 


character were coded for analysis. . 
In general children's free descriptions of television characters confirmed 


' age-related ‘findiags of previous research on children's impressions of others. - 


fhildren in the two youngest age groups, second and fifth grades, are more like- 
ly to describe characters-in terms of appearance/identity ‘characteristics or 
surface attributes than are eighth graders. Similarly, children in these two 
age groups are less likely than eighth graders to use tratt/motivation assertions 


in their descriptions, although this relationship/holds most strongly for the 


mother and child characters discussed. Fifth and eighth graders are: more likely 
to describe characters in terms of hetsyldedl actions than are children in the 


youngest age group. . : et a 


Overall analysis of the children's impressions of all television characters: 


~ +s 


Bs nF 
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‘ do support’ previous research findings, that as children grow older they tend 


to mention more internally based attributes (stich as personality traits) of the LY 
described person. It is sad to note, however, that unlike descriptions = 
children give for real oun (e. Bes Livedley and-Bromley) TV characters! actions 


‘ey ny ‘ 
+ 


pgnderdnce of, children' 3 inipressions at’each grade, with 85 percent 


of all childre been tanihg at least one behavior for exch character: diveiwaad, 


‘In this sense, descriptions of TV shiapiotars do diverge from descriptions of 
real life people. ' (Data not presented; see Wartella and Alexander, 1978). 


Children’ 8 inpvessicns of eadh character were also examined for assertions 
J 


of anti-social, pro-social and neutral characteristics. Each behavior or 


- “trait/motivation assertion about 4 character was classified into each of these 
. three ‘categories based on the pers conéeptual framework used in the content 


analysis. Most of the assertions about characters ‘were seated statements, e. E+» ” 


- "He talks to Fonzie a lot,” "She's trying to find a job," "They got married," 


"He's different," "He has troubles," etc. Children also gave many pro and anti- 


social a) ae The mean number of pro-scial, neutral ane anti-social asser- 


. tions Coach with a possible range of 1 to 5). for moun of the characters on ‘the 


four family’ shows are presented 4in-Table 4. » | as 


, . 


‘Table 4 about here 
EEE 
Examination. of this table indicates’ that the characters’ on Little House 
and Partridge Ponty | are generally perceived = all children in pro-accial ‘terms, 
This is consistent with the ‘content ‘analysis of Sie shows. Indeed, almost 
no anti-social assertions were made for the mother and father on Little House. 
The children, Laura and’ Danny Partridge, by contrast, are. seer and. described with 
nixed assertions, neither strongly pro-social not anti-social. Further, vhere— 
age differences in the use of the three typws of assertions do -occur (such: oe 


i? \ 
aad ~ ue 


ee ; \ é 
. 13 we ol 


. 13 
as for the mothers on both shows and the’ father on Little House), older *y 
children, particularly eighth graders are.more likely to describe these NN 
* ] 


/ characters in pro-social terns. ie 
. By’ contrast, children's ee ee fanily characters on Happy 
Days and Allin the Family do include more anti-social assertions than do. 
descriptions ‘of characters in the previous two jeopemd. While both fathers 
; were shown to be similarly mixed in terns of their performance of pro and besa P 
social béhaviors in the content analysis, child viewers describe these bis fathers 
poe te ee ‘somevhat differntly. A higher mean number of anti-social deseebices are made 
ateach grade level about Archie Sinker than about Howard Caithtnghan, Moreover, 
older fifth and eighth grade ‘children made more pro-social’ aeasiettoas about: this 
a latter character than did the younger children. In contrast to the fathers 
a on these shows, noi gher mother. is described in ae Brevegeiae or anti-social 
terms althgough eighth. ee aia make slightly mas anti-social assertions about 
Marion Cunningham than did youger children. lastly, the ‘two child characters 
". on these shows ake described with more neytral and positive assertions than 


_ anti-social assertions. Surprisingly, this is the case for. Fonzie even Hhough 


Ses 


his debavior was shown to be pelativaly mixed in the content anna, vith ~ 
‘high amounts of pro-soctal and anti-social behavior: . 5 . 


# 


Might children's assertions about these characters be modified by their. 

é Liking for each: character? Table 5 presents gir group means of ne children's 
Liking for these iV fanity RSAnUaEe based’ on the aaa "How much 
do you Like (charactor) 2” Regonses: were obtained om a four point scale: not 


4 


at all (1), not too leaiial a little: i a lot (4). 


v ‘ Bi : : : = a 
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These data indicate almot no age-related differences in children's’ Liking of, 

‘each of the television characters discussed. Rather, there as seem to be strong 

differences by character typs, with mothers consistently, less well liked than 

_ eithed aaehee or child shapacbays (this held ‘for both aa ate ‘and females). esis 

while the: ‘father on Little House 4s perbetved by tie children a; more proreocis. 8 

than either father on Happy Days .or all in the Fanily, there is slept 

small difference in eing of this. father over the ‘latter two fathers. As might 


be ekpected, Fonsie is almost uniformly liked a lot by children in in each sh age 


See AEE nl 


oe 


“ group: “(overall mean of 3.95). 

:eF lastly, children's perceptions of the realism of the characters was assessed 
by a single question: "Do ypu think (Child/Father/Mother Character) acts like 
K1de/nothon/tathers in real life?" Three response alternatives were provided— 

“yes, ed. and no. These data are presented in Table 6. 


Table 6about here 


Chitdren fn the. oldest age group perceive all of the characters on the. 
unidjiensional, caecubeinl programs as less realistic than do children: in the 
youttge® two age groups. However, in judging the reality of characters ‘on the 
multidimensional shows, Happy Days and au in the F Family, ther§ are relatively 
‘minor differences among the three age erenips. Moreover, second and fifth graders 
| side mothers and fathers on these Lither“tio'ahove, to-be less ‘realistic than - 
their counterparts.on the unidimensional, pro-social programs, but eighth graders ta 
. do” not make this distinction for mother and father characters. P 
7 All children do distinguish between child characters on the two types of . 
shows, vith the children on the miltidinensional shows being viewed as more real- 
istic. Also, Fonzie of Happy Days is viewed as most realistic, with over 50% 
- of fae children ae him as "seal." On the other hand, over 40% of all 
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children view Laura and Danny Partridge as "not real.” 


BS) 


Social role. depictions of ‘families on television present fairly pro- 


- social portrayals of family characters. Mothers. particularly were found to’ 


be the most uniformly and consistently pro-socidl in their behavior. On the ' 


other hand, fathers on television programs, typically the most Yoninant charace' 
-ter-in-the-program, fell into one of two categories: <ptrongly unid‘mensional, 
pro-social fathers, such as. Charles Ingalls of -bittie Little House-on the Prairfey or. 
‘more mixed, multidimensional fathers suchas Howard Cufni ngham ‘of Happy -Days ‘ 


who present both pro-social and agressive: behaviors. Child characters similar- 
ly patray mixed behavior patterns on most family oriented programs. The major 
categories of pro-social behaviors decitctea on the programs, are showing concern ° 
for others and altruistic behavior3; EEEES eeranind such as ‘yelling and qisee 


dng gia: for the preponderance of anti-social. , behaviors. It would appear 


then, that children are presented with a fairly limited range of family models 
from television, with nothers. on ™v presenting the most. restricted range of 


a 
o 


behavio#s followed by child and father characters. 


Examination of children's assertions of ae neutral and anti-secial - 
characteristics to several ‘nelected families on television, indicates Eas at 
alk three age groups, children fairly accurately perceive characters! behinvide: ie 


: pete, However, vhen describing mixed behavior pattern cherwabeey ; i 
' ” graders are more Likely than the younger children to note the character's anti- 
social tendencies. Both father and child characters are ‘sintforaly voll liked 


by the children regardless of their behavior pattdrns, while woth characters 


ara Yess wl. liked overall. Seemingly, making? of characters, does not modify 


children's perceptions of their bablvior nor vice versa. ouevens perceptions 


of realism of the characters does seem to be affected by the character's behavior 


c ) _ 16. 
‘portrayals for at least two character types: younger children report that the 

" untidimensional, geocoastel mothers and fathers are more realistic than the | 

_ maiatenal oe fathers and mothers. ‘Similarly, the child characters on the 

* pat t4atmentinnal shows are sieved as more realistic than the other child char- 
acters. Perhaps the ghildren's abilities to identify with child characters in- 


" creases this perception of realism, — : P 
A fairly benign interpretation of these results can Be offered: both tj 
__of behaviors depicted on se a Fai television programs and children's 
Sncexpra tetany of: these characters is of : a prossocial nature. Perhaps the = : 
“only jarring ‘finding in the research is the relatively stereotyped portrayals 
a 7? of nother characters in television. They are accurately perceived in pro-social 
| ; terms by the ehildren and are ‘uniformly less well liked by all age groups 
ee are father or child characters. This latter finding may primarily reflect 


‘the less eters role of tdlevision mothers on the Betas series discussed 
¥ 


"here, a i bg 

‘ If. it is the, case that the range of characters depicted on tulevialan is : 
restricted, what impact oe this have on the child viewer? It seems likely 
that television may have ‘an ‘impact on children's expectations of how people 
should behave in real-life. Soaashunntly, where the range of .character Perens 


als is limited, subsequent expectations of teal-life roles for child viewers 


g I 


may aiaa be limited. This would seem to be at the center of the issue of diver- 
sity in en portrayals. Future research should addyess the issue of how 
talevieico character portrayals might build expectations of how people should 
“tata for the child viewer.. . 7 . Ae 


_ Livesle aye W.%, and Bromley, D.B. Pe on pe c and_adoles 2. 
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a A J | PABLE 1 


‘ANTI- = 21% 4h 84K 8K BS. 
(545) — 


“i 8 


Percentage of Pro-social and Anti-social Behaviors by TV Series 


GROUPE " gove IE 


| ~~ «Ldttle = The «= Swiss’) Brady Partridge} All in Happy Good  Jerter- Total - 
a a Ca a ee ee ee ee 

SOCIAL (1807) (1716) (1368). (922) (677) | (1084) (907) (1194) - (974) (10249) - 
ee ee ee 


TOTAL . 


100% 100% 10081008 - «100% | 100%: 1008 100% 100% ” 1008. 
(2288) (2261) (1776) (1406) (1098) | (1887) (1504) (1975). (1789) (15984) 


. TABLE 2 


Percentage of Pro-social and Anti-social Character Behaviors Across TV Series 


Group I Group II Male ‘ ~ Female. pein 
, Father, Father Mother.* Child Child Total 
prow - 79% 40% 138 a; SS ay 
SOCIAL (1026) (762), (2249). (1845) (1041) (6923) 7 
ov); rT) a. Se, a, ey, Sac) | 
- SOCIAL = (270) (1144) (738) | (1109) ° ° 498) (3761) 


4 


TOTAL 12% 18% - 28% 28% 28% 100% 
BEHAVIORS (1296) = (1908) (2987) (2954) (1539) (10684) 
CODED FOR ‘ 
"BACH ; ae Bod 
CHARACTER c i ‘ ae 


» Father Mother laura - 
Altruism . er” 46.1% 17.9% 13.48 - 
Anti-altruism / a FP 5 1.4 1.8 
' Apology 1.0 1.0 1.8 
Anti-apology 0 f 6 0 
Concern 74.3' 71.5 57.9 
Anti-concern, 2 “0 2.6 
» Control of “5 “5 \ 8 
Agression 
Agression 4.8 "4.3 18.7 
(NW = 411) . & ‘(N = 200) « (N= 369) 
the 
II. Partridge Family | 
th ae ; 
Altruism 11.96 13.8% 15.5% 
anti-altruism 5.6 ye 4.7 
Apology 1,6>4 a ‘33 
- Anti-apology ih a 0 
Concern ‘18.8 41.08 48.1 
Anti-concern’ 8. a 0 
Control of S07 a7 , 23° 
Agression “»  : 
_ Agression 29.0 34.0 26.4 
| . (N= 252) (N = 188) (N = 129). 
; . 2 : :; ; - ,' 
i * 


‘ 


TABLE 3 


} 


Percentagé of Pro-social and ‘Anti-social Category Behaviors Coded 
_ for Father, Mother, and Child Characters on Four Series 


We i 


ead 


ee Ee | (TABLE 3 Conta. ) 
TILA. Happy Days ,. : , 
Altruism 15.58. _ 23.9% 166 "Beh 
+ Anti-altrufsm ” 5 :: a a 3.900 
Apology “ 1.9 i; an oe 2.0 « 
Anti-apology. | Ae: ) 4 2» pal 
Concern “ 5 Bas 61.1 36.9 * 31.3 
i ‘ antisconcern = (3.9 Gx: <*s-.o°* FA 
sa *' Controle ==, 3.1 a: n° see 1.6 
— Agression A 
ov Agression: = | 36.0. 8.0 11.5 , bee. 
“s, (MW = 156) (N= 110) (N= 245) (N= 410) 
TW. AL. dn the Family | 


a * Altruism 5.06 18.8%. 13.9% 12.08 
Anti-~altruism . io 3 Be 3 1h 
_ Apology ao _ 4 - a ae 3.6: 2.5 
Anti-apology : . Pa j me | : ; a -6 ei " a4 
Concern - - 26.9 55.6  —. A9 42.6 
_ Amti-concern 3.2 Be OO Be ae 
Control of -* 3 2 Bet 3. 27 ee ae | 
Agression : + er, Ny i te . 
Agression § “s 57.2 . i, 8. * . +288 Po Bhe5 
en (W635) (= 363), (N= 323) * (= 279) 
: ' wa n * <* is os *y 
Ww - . 7 -é 
J o » 
. . x 7 P) , ’ 
z . 21 ; ; 


? 
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TABLE 4 


. Mean Frequencies of Pro-social, Neutral and Anti-social Assertions 
About Each Character by Grade Level 


. 


| l: 


I. Little. House on the Prairie 


MOTHER: | , e 
w Pro-social . Neutral Antd-social 
x x i 
‘Second Grade (n=15) 91 * 43 0 
Fifth Grade ae 1.48 62 -10 
_ Bighth Grade (n= 8 2.4 -8Q 0 
. FATHER: _ | 
; Pro-social Neutral § |. Ant i-socia 
x ie x 
+ Second Grade (n=23 1.30 * 243 0 
Fifth Grade  (n=21 2.05 33 ‘ 10 
Eithth Grade  (n=10 3.10. 40 0 
LAURA: | , 
Pro-social « Neutral Anti-social - 
x Xx rs 
’ fe 
Second Grade (n=23) 73 | 13% ‘40 
- Fifth Grade (n=21) 1.00 : 1.00 221 
Eighth Grade (n=10) 1.38 1.88 38. 
II. Partridge Family ae oo 
eee ie Pro-social ' Neutral Anti-social 
b ix X 
Second Grade (n=61) .90 ** hee .15°** 
Fifth Grade n=74) 1.62 ae © Bae 7303 
Eighth Grade (n=60) 1.7300 48 «03 
DANNY: 
. Pro-social Neutral, - Anti-social 
‘x x ane 3 
Second Grade (n=31 16 1.39 +29 
Fifth Grade = (n=44) | 27 1.61 Jk 
* Bighth Grade (n=39) +26 1.57, 41 


* F statistic, p .05 
*t P statistic, p .01 
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a 
a z 


TABLE 4 contd. 


oo", 
IIT. Happy ays ae 
MOTHER: .. , Prorsocialh ~~ Neutra], Anti-socia 
x Xx I 
Second Grade. (n=66) . ae 65: "03 ** 
Fifth Grade (n=92) 97 96 J 09 
Bighth Grade (n=86) 1.02 -77 , * wah 
FATHER: : 
; ’ Pro-socia Neutral, Anti-socia 
X X x 
Second Grade (n=66) -83.** 48 . Ps. 
Fifth Grade aa 1.00 67 i 29 
Eighth Grade (n=86) 1.45 - ed Bt A .-%4 
PONZIa: | a , 
=socia Neutral, Anti-social 
i x X 
Second Grade (n=62) -89 1.16 02 ** 
Fifth Grade  (n=92) -96 1.35 06 
Bighth Grade n=68) 19 1,27 119 
| * “" 7" 
IV. Al) in the Fanily 
, 
MOTHER: 
he Pro-social_ Neutral Anti-socia 
x : - z x ‘ 
Seoond Grade (n=23) +87 ae 17 
Fifth Grade =17 “12 tae | 2h 
FATHER: = is | 
Pro-socia), Neutral, Anti-socja 
| % v xy 
~ Second Grade # (n=23) 17 .70 148 - 
Fifth Grade —_ (n=17) .18 : 65 1.71 ‘ 
Eighth Grade (n=14) 07 ‘71 "1.92 
GLORIA: - : ‘ 43 
; — Neutral Anti-social 
| x ae 
Second Grade ‘ : \; 419 
Fifth Grade ms . Ao om 09 
Eighth Grade z=10) 


-50 1.50 «10 


- 100 few children chose to describe Richie to make any analysis of this character 
meaningful é 
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; TABLS 5 
Liking of TV Program Characters by Grade Level 
I. Little House on the Prairie 
pe et Rather 


v7 . 


mrs 
Second Grade 3.64, 
Fifth Grade 3.74, 
Eighth Grade - 3.60 


II. Partridge Fail 


Second Grade 
Fifth Grade 
Righth Grade 


Second Grade: 
- -" Perth Grade - 
Eighth Grade 


IV. ALL dn the Family 


Second, Grade 
‘Fifth Grade | 
Kighth Grade . 


prey 


~*? _@ 
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” TABLE 60 
Perceived Realism of TV Characters by Grade Level 
; : 
I. “Little House on the Prairie : 
gos Father Mother Child 
fe . eae ee ae ee a 
Not Real of 22% 10h. 5K 14k 10k «=k 39K 508 
Sometimes Real 37 13 80 21. 23 70 15 28 | 38 
Real 63 65 10 I 63 . 20 39. 33 . .- 42 
: N= (22) (23) (10) ~— (19) (22), (10) = (13) (18), (8) 
. II, Partridge Family — 2 oe ogi 
| ghd sth = gth = ghd sth = agth 
“Not Real Oh 1h 166 = AI SOR A 
, Sometimes Real ‘ 32 20 40, 24 25 24 
, ai 3 ‘" .  §9 65 AL 3° 625° OS 
Mi * 43 (57) (75). (57), (29) (44) (38) 
P ‘ P . ‘ 7 : 
‘TI Days ; ‘ : 
oe ee ke el 
= Not Real 158) 17%«-17K'—i“(iti«étK CHSC CCST 
Sometimes Real _ 42 36 44. . 17 37 51 22- 38 49 
Real” ee ee ee ee i ee 
- N= «-(59) (90) (82) (56) (89) (80) _ (62)- (81) (64) 
‘ IV. albinthePaily’ =  "  ,- Ng 
as, WY F ’ ; Father - Mother... : Child 
; “ th ‘gth th .,th nd th - .th 
iis | “8 
ce ES a a ae a a ae 
Not: Real ‘50% «53% «57%. 33% 47h 364° 206 46% 20% 
., Sometimes Real 27 31 36 -\33 21 ¢ 26 oo # 9s 30 
oe a ae rk oe ae ee a ee 
Po M= (22) (19) (14) (21) (99) (14) (20) (11) (0) 


